
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION U

841 Chestnut Suiting
Phiadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

SUBJECT: Review of the Standard Chlorine DATE July 8,
Feasibility Study 1993

FROM: Bernice Pasquini, Geologist
Technical Support Section (3HW13)

TO: Kate Lose, RPM
DE/HO Remedial Section (3HW42)

I have reviewed the subject document for incorporation of my
comments submitted to you in memo format March 15, 1993, and I
have reviewed the identified remedial alternatives for
consistency with EPA ground water policy, and guidance. Most of
my comments were addressed adequately. The following are
concerns and/or recommendations that I have for the subject
document and site:

Feasibility Study Report

While the report narrative appropriately indicates that the
proposed number and location for the DNAPL recovery wells may
change, figures 5-3 and 5-7 are not consistent in the depiction
of the product recovery well locations. Also, these figures
should depict locations for product recovery wells in the
vicinity of TW-28, TW-30, and TW-5 as these are locations at
which 'free product' was observed historically.

The proposed total depth to which excavation would occur at
the catch basin (15 ft) and the spill drainage pathways (3 ft)
presented in the FS by WESTOK should not be used as a condition
for terminating excavation of contaminated soils since several of
the deeper subsurface soil results were several orders of
magnitude higher in total chlorinated benzene concentration than
the established clean-up goal of 625 ppm. In the catch basin
area I estimated soil action levels to be protective of ground
water quality for trichlorobenzene (tcb), dichlorobenzene (deb),
and monochlorobenzene (mob) through use of the Summers method
equation. I've attached the spreadsheet with the estimated soil
action level for* tcb, deb, and mob for your information. The
estimated soil action level for tcb would be just under an order
of magnitude less than the clean-up goal. While, the estimated
soil action levels for monochlorobenzene and dichlorobenzene are
a couple of orders of magnitude less than the proposed soil
clean-up level of 625 ppm. Given that the Summers method
equation tends to estimate a conservative soil action level and
that DNAPL has actually been observed at several monitoring wells
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at this site, hot spot soil remediation could be an acceptable
approach at this site. Hot spot remediation should at a minimum
occur in current and historic source areas such as the identified
catch basin and the 1981 and 1986 spillage drainage pathways.

Figure 5-4

Although the narrative of the report indicates that the
ultimate design specifications will be determined during the
Remedial Design for this site, it is highly probable that the
proposed northeastern end of interceptor trench will extend
farther north and east along the 10 ft msl topographic contour on
this figure.

General Comment

Considering that the proposed cleanup goal for the sediment
in the unnamed tributary to Red Lion creek and Red Lion Creek is
proposed by WESTON to be 33 ppm and the on-site clean-up goal for
soils is proposed to be 625 ppm, there is a strong potential for
tributary and creek sediment to be impacted above the 33 ppm as a
result of soil and sediment loading from on-site soils during
storm events. We may want to have th« PRPs evaluate sediment
contaminant loading to the tributary and th* creek due to storm
water runoff and help support the on-»it* soil clean-up goal.

Attachment

cc: Dawn loven
Eric Johnson
Robert Davis
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